L e t u s assume t h a t we know t h a t t h e obese, t h e homosexual, t h e paraplegic, t h e epileptic, t h e medical doctor, and t h e b e a u t y queen a r e perceived as people who are, in a sense, d i f f e r e n t f r o m t h e majority o f those who make u p o u r N o r t h American Anglo-Saxon society.
L e t u s assume t h a t we know t h a t t h e obese, t h e homosexual, t h e paraplegic, t h e epileptic, t h e medical doctor, and t h e b e a u t y queen a r e perceived as people who are, in a sense, d i f f e r e n t f r o m t h e majority o f those who make u p o u r N o r t h American Anglo-Saxon society.
Upon a v e r y simplistic and superficial examination, we can conclude t h a t t h e y a r e d i f f e r e n t because t h e majority o f people a r e n o t obese (although we a r e headed in t h a t d i r e ction), homosexual, epileptic, an M . D., o r a b e a u t y queen. T h i s observation dead ends right here.
A more i n t e r e s t i n g question t o pose i s t h e following: I s t h e r e a n y t h i n g all these people have in common in addition t o t h e f a c t t h a t t h e y a r e d i f f e r e n t f r o m t h e m a j o r i t y ? A n d if we f u r t h e r p u r s u e o u r i n q u i r y , i s t h e r e a n y t h i n g t h a t d i s t i nguishes these people among themselves o t h e r t h a n t h e obvious f e a t u r e t h a t makes them d i f f e r e n t f r o m t h e majority? I f t h e answer i s "yes" t o b o t h questions, it would b e r e l e v a n t t o ask what t h e y h a v e in common and how t h e y d i f f e r f r o m each o t h e r .
I n fact, t h e focal p o i n t o f t h i s presentation i s aimed a t
I r r e l e v a n t ~f f i n d i n g plausible answers t o these a n d some o t h e r related Not L a b e l l e d questions. F i r s t , l e t u s establish t h a t t h e i r d i f f e r e n t n e s s would b e t o t a l l y i r r e l e v a n t if t h e y were n o t perceived, labelled, a n d processed as d i f f e r e n t .
In addition t o t h e p r i m a r y label o f "different," o t h e r considerations come t o p l a y an i m p o r t a n t r o l e in f u r t h e r s i t u a t i n g them in t h e i r social c o n t e x t .
F o r reasons t h a t g o beyond t h e scope o f t h i s paper, we can a p o s t e r i o r i establish t h a t t h e above mentioned people can b e d i v i d e d i n t o t w o main g r o u p s :
i n t o t h e f i r s t g r o u p we shall i n t u i t i v e l y categorize t h e obese, t h e homosexual, t h e paraplegic, and t h e epileptic, and i n t o t h e second g r o u p , t h e M. D . and t h e b e a u t y queen.
What i s t h e common denominator o f t h i s division?
T h e a t t r i b u t e s o f t h e i n d i v i d u a l s in t h e f i r s t g r o u p a r e perceived as undesirable b y most people, whereas those o f t h e 2nd g r o u p would generally b e perceived as desirable; hence, t h e f i r s t g r o u p o f a t t r i b u t e s will b e r e f e r r e d t o as negative and t h e second as positive.
I wish t o i n s i s t u p o n t h e f a c t t h a t t h i s categorization i s based on my i n t u i t i o n v e r y much t h e same way as my i n t u i t i o n would allow me t o d i s t i n g u i s h a grammatically c o r r e c t sentence f r o m a grammatically i n c o r r e c t sentence in my n a t i v e tongue. M y social i n t u i t i o n allows me t o f u r t h e r s u b d i v i d e b o t h T h e Obese and g r o u p s : t h e f i r s t i n t o obese and homosexual o n t h e one
T h e G a y ?
hand, a n d paraplegic and epileptic on t h e o t h e r . I n t h e second g r o u p , " I feel" t h a t we can put t h e M. D. in one slot and t h e b e a u t y queen i n t o another. A n d f i n a l l y , m y i n t u i t i o n also t e l l s me t o separate t h e obese f r o m t h e homosexual and t h e paraplegic f r o m t h e epileptic. Since i n t u i t i o n may b e used o n l y as a p o i n t o f depart u r e , as an i n d i c a t o r o f t h e existence o f a deep s t r u c t u r e o f moral meanings, we must now d e f i n e what perceivable surface r e a l i t y corresponds t o t h i s hypothetical c o n s t r u c t t o w h i c h I have j u s t r e f e r r e d as t h e "deep s t r u c t u r e o f moral meanings."
As mentioned above some a t t r i b u t e s a r e judged by t h e audience o f t h e obese and t h e homosexual, t h e paraplegic, t h e epileptic as "undesirable" and o f t h e M.D. and t h e beauty queen as "desirable."
T h e a t t r i b u t e s I am r e f e r r i n g t o a r e t h e obese-ness ( a n d n o t t h e obesity), t h e homosexual-ness (and n o t t h e homosexuality), t h e paraplegic-ness ( a n d n o t t h e paraplegia), t h e epileptic-ness ( a n d n o t t h e epilepsy), t h e medical doctor-ness and t h e b e a u t y queen-ness o f t h e i n d i v iduals.
T h e r e a r e t h e a t t r i b u t e s by w h i c h t h e i r possessors a r e perceived as different.
I n fact, t h e s t r e n g t h o f these a t t r i b u t e s i s so overshadowing t h a t , t h r o u g h a metonymic process, t h e y come t o socially mean t h e person. T h u s , f o r example, t h e obese person who i s also b l o n d i s n o t labelled "obese" and "blond" o r "obese blond, I' b u t simply "obese. I' T h e same is, o f course, t r u e o f t h e o t h e r s .
A l l these a t t r ib u t e s b r e a k some s o r t of norm which f u l l -f l e d g e d members of society a r e expected t o respect a n d adhere t o . What d i s t i nguishes t h e n t h e t w o g r o u p s f r o m one another i s t h e mannerin which these norms have been b r o k e n by t h e actors. Tp f i r s t f o u r actors b r o k e them in a manner considered undesir able by those whose r e l e v a n t a t t r i b u t e s establish t h e norm: T h e l a t t e r two surpass t h e norms in a way t h e norm-makers themselves would p r o b a b l y l i k e t o deviate f r o m t h e i r own r e l e v a n t norms.
T h e reaction t o t h e f i r s t g r o u p may b e expected t o b e adverse, t o t h e second, favorable.
D e v i a t i n g f r o m conventional sociological jargon, I shall r e f e r t o b o t h t y p e s o f reaction as stigma.
Stigma, in m y definition, therefore, means t h e societal reaction t o people who a r e perceived as r e l e v a n t l y d i f f e r e n t f r o m those who make up t h e social c o n t e x t .
T h e adverse reaction w i l l be qualified as "negative stigma," t h e favorable as "positive stigrna.I1 My main concern in thFs paper i s t h e s t u d y of those reacted to w i t h a negative stigma. L e t us now examine t h e t w o subdivisions of t h e negative g r o u p .
T h e obese a n d t h e homosexual o n one h a n d b r e a k a d i f f e r e n t kind o f norm t h a n t h e paraplegic and t h e epileptic. T h e l a t t e r t w o manifest a t t r i b u t e s o v e r which t h e y have n o control and f o r w h i c h t h e y , therefore, cannot b e held responsible.
In o t h e r words, t h e y b r e a k t h e norms in an u n d e s i rable fashion, but t h e y are v i c t i m s more t h a n actors. T h e y are not, therefore, h e l d responsible f o r t h e i r differentness. I t i s noticed and reacted t o but w i t h some degree of attenuat i o n . These i n d i v i d u a l s are j u s t wish t o mention in passing t h a t t h i s phenomenon may b e t y p i f i e d i d e n t i f y i n g a t t r i b u t e i s a c q u i r e d o r involvement. ) T h e o t h e r t w o negatively n e g a t i v e norm-breakers. ( I t h e p o s i t i v e c o u n t e r p a r t o f by t h e beauty queen whose w i t h o u t active responsi bi t i t y stigmatized individuals, t h e obese and t h e homosexual, a r e more than j u s t negative normb r e a k e r s .
T h e y a r e held responsible f o r t h e i r non-adhesion t o specific social expectations. Imputation o f responsibility i s in d i r e c t correlation w i t h t a k i n g a personal moral stand. Anyone t a k i n g a personal moral s t a n d exposes himself t o a p u b l i c assessment o f t h a t s t a n d in relation t o common, p u b l i c m o r a l i t y . Since t h e notion o f p u b l i c m o r a l i t y i s judged t o b e i n h e r e n t l y good by t h e p r e v a i l i n g moral-norm-makers, a n y act "When we observe ' a n d analyze t h e r n~r a l communications in o u r e v e r y d a y lives, we find t h a t social meaning o f e i t h e r deviance (immorality) o r respectabi Iity (morality) can b e adequately defined o n l y in reference, whether implicit o r e x p l i c i t , i s made t o t h e o t h e r , i t s opposite.
II 1

Immorality
Inevi tab1 e T h u s , heterosexual-ness could mot be defined as socially good without the existence of homosexual -ness (Why of the 1 two, t h e l a t t e r i s judged immoral is i r r e l e v a n t ; what i s relev a n t is t h a t it i s homosexual-ness t h a t i s so assessed.) T h e same i s t r u e of t h e obese.2
Harold Garfinkel (1967) has suggested t h a t f o r members t o be perceived-to-be-normal appears t o be conventionally situated o r placed in t h e I llnaturat-order-of-persons-taken-for-granted. "3 T o be 1 accorded such placement i s t o be deemed normal, and t h i s location i s a moral one. In t h i s case, normal equals moral, and, consequently, abnormal equals immoral.
I t i s f o r t h i s :
reason t h a t t h e obese, as well as t h e homosexual, are b o t h labelled immoral, hence undesirable.
3
Good behavior cannot e x i s t w i t h o u t i t s opposite, -1 evil behavior. T h i s i s w h y immorality, in i t s many forms, i s a necessary and inevitable social r e a l i t y . I t i s t o be expected t h e n t h a t o u r society will always s t r i v e t o establish rigid categories o f e v i l behavior and evil features. I t i s o n l y by doing so t h a t it can assure a majority o f i t s members' stand a r d s f o r g o 0 4 behavior.
T h e more s t r i c t a n d t h e more elaborate are t h e definitions f o r evil, t h e more clear, widespread and secure t h e a t t r i b u t e s f o r good-ness. T h e precise content may be, and i s indeed, altered from time t o time, but o u r basic categories remain. We eradicate, o r attempt t o eradicate, o u r w o r s t e v i l s a n d t h e n we readapt o u r comparisons. The r e s u l t is what used t o be lesser e v i l now i s worse.
For example, sexual behavior was n o t considered a social problem because it was k e p t from becoming p u b l i c . Now we allow it t o pop up o n t h e social surface and all of a sudden it becomes one o f t h e greatest social problems t h a t threaten t h e American o r t h e Canadian way o f l i f e .
Hence, anyone deviating f r o m t h e established socially good sexual behavior i s labelled immoral, t h a t is abnormal, t h a t i s negative deviant. What does t h i s goodevil opposition imply as for social behavior? If good necessarily implies evil, t h e n everyone must b e constantly b u s y making sure t h a t his/her i s a good behavior. Since t h e social iden-
t i t y o f a person i s obtained b y comparing his/her i d e n t i t y w i t h t h a t of all o t h e r s in his/her social context, it i s t o be expected t h a t one gains moral w o r t h in p r o p o r t i o n t o t h e moral loss o f others. T h i s leads t o an incessant two-way endeavor:
u p g r a d i n g of self and degrading o f others. Thee s t r o n g e r t h e sanction against a person who has been successf u l l y degraded in a lasting fashion, t h e g r e a t e r t h e moral value o f t h e degrader. What value would t h e r e be in being slim o r heterosexual if it were n o t possible t o degrade t h e obese a n d t h e homosexual ( o r possibly b o t h ) ? T h i s u p g r a d i n g o f t h e selves a t t h e expense o f o t h e r s ' selves i s t h e secondary causation o f negative stigmatization.
Simultaneously w i t h t h e u p g r a d i n g -d o w n g r a d i n g a c t i v i t y , each i n d i v i d u a l i s preoccupied w i t h b u i l d i n g a n image o f her/himself as a moral ( o r normal) member o f society. T h i s image m u s t b e plausible t o her/himself (and t o those i d e n t i f i e d w i t h her/himself)
mostly because t h i s image will b e t h e foundation f o r p a r t i c i p a t i n g in e v e r y d a y social interaction. If t h e r e i s a n y d i s c r e d i t i n g component in t h a t image, t h e i n t e raction w i l l become strained o r impossible.
Thus, depending o n t h e n a t u r e o f t h e negative stigma, interaction between t h e upgraded, moral, normal and t h e degraded, immoral, abnormal d e v i a n t w i l l v a r y f r o m frictional, dishonest ( o r two-level) communication t o t o t a l breakdown o f communication.
T
h e former i s t h e case o f t h e obese, t h e l a t t e r i s t h a t o f t h e homosexual. T h i s u p g r a d i n g -d o w n g r a d i n g w o r k i s n o t limited t o Upgrading,
individuals. I t is a r e a d i l y observable phenomenon o n . t h e Downgrading collective level as well, r a n g i n g f r o m more exclusive p r i v a t e organizations t o l a r g e scale social classes.
J u s t as individuals degrade o t h e r individuals in o r d e r t o u p g r a d e t h e i r own social i d e n t i t y , i n d i v i d u a l s also f o r m i n s t i t u t i o n s t o degrade a whole class o f people. A good example o f t h i s s o r t o f organization
i s t h e K u K l u x Klan whose sole reason f o r b e i n g i s t h e social degradation o f anyone n o t White, and, in so doing, a superior class o f human beings i s made o f Whites. O n t h e social class level, we find t h e same d e g r a d i n g a c t i v i t y : t h e well-to-do degrade t h e poor. T h e label I1lower class11 i s by d e f i n i t i o n a term t h a t degrades by presupposing t h e existence of a b e t t e r , i .e., upper-class. A n d t h e real upper-class, of course, in turn degrades t h e middle-class which considers wealth as a symbol o f v i r t u e .
Since moral value i s attached t o economic status, t h i s comparison may b e transposed i n t o o t h e r realms which may have b e a r i n g n o t o n l y o n t h e deg r a d e d person's social i d e n t i t y but also o n h i s total biography.
Thus, law enforcement agencies a n d t h e c o u r t s are more lenient towards t h e u p p e r -o r middle-class offender, i. e., (s)he i s presumed t o b e more v i r t u o u s d u e t o her/his social environment and (s)he i s said t o h a v e "good prospects" t o reform.
In contrast, t h e poor o f f e n d e r i s presumed im-
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moral and is said t o hate "bad "normal." As i s usually t h e case, a clearly describes t n e "normal" a t t i t u d e have n o t violated a n y !aw:
t h e y a r e v i r t u o u s . I' prospects" t o become p e r t i n e n t verbal cliche t o w a r d those poor who said t o b e "poor b u t T h e d e g r a d i n g -u p g r a d~n g a c t i v i t y i s t h e most dynamic among those h a r d e s t pressed t o find o t h e r people who can be p l a u s i b l y degraded b y them. ( T h e emphasis i s on t h e a d v e r b p l a u s i b l y d u e t o t h e f a c t t h a t t h e r e a r e people who are, themselves, so d e e~l y degraded t h a t t h e i r degradation w o r k i s a p r i o r i ineffective.
A criminal, an addict, a known homosexual a r e so discredited t h a t a n y moral communication aimed a t u p g r a d i n g t h e i r i d e n t i t y by spoiling someone else's could b e disregarded b y "normals.") I t i s generally t r u e t h a t t h e lowest r a n k s o f t h e dominant social g r o u p s a r e t h e most prejudiced (degrading) and t h e most self-righteous (selfu p g r a d i n g ) against t h e highest number o f d e v i a n t a t t r i b u t e s . T h i s l i f e position i s a desperate attempt t o u p g r a d e t h e i r social i d e n t i t y ; an excellent fictional personification i s T V 1 s A r c h i e B u n k e r : h e i s an u n b e n d i n g d e g r a d e r o f nonwhites, non-Christian•˜, non-squares, non-heterosexuals, nonAmericans, etc.
I f we t a k e i n t o consideration t h e v a s t number o f A r c h i e B u n k e r s in t h e world, it i s n o t s u r p r i s i n g t h a t a d i c t a t o r f i n d s h i s greatest s u p p o r t in t h e lowest class o f t h e dominant o r d e r because t h e y a r e easily swayed by all t h e s e l f -u p g r a d i n g possibilities h e o f f e r s them. One o n l y has t o examine t h e socio-economic b a c k g r o u n d o f t h e SS soldiers o r t h a t of t h e members o f t h e secret o r political police in Eastern European Communist countries t o be convinced o f t h e v e r a c i t y o f t h i s observation.
Moral-norm-makers need a rationale by which t h e y can j u s t i f y and p u r s u e t h e i r degradation w o r k .
w o o f Maurice
External
Mandelbaum's "crucial dimensions o f meaning i n v o l v e d in social TO S e l f communications1' adequately i d e n t i f y t h i s rationale: 1. "Moral experience has been seen by members o f society as EXTERNAL t o themselves, as g i v e n t o them r a t h e r t h a n created by them. Morality t h e n i s independent from man and has indeed been seen as g i v e n by God o r n a t u r e . " I f t h i s i s so, t h e n one i s justified in labelling others "morally i n f e r i o r " o r "deviant," t h a t i s t o say, w i t h a negative stigma.
T h e labeller may safely disclaim responsibility f o r h i s / h e r act since (s)he i s o n l y following what i s n a t u r a l l y , o r b e t t e r yet, d i v i n e l y o r s u p e r n a t u r a l l y prescribed.
(S)he i s j u s t d o i n g what i s "natural" f o r her/him.
2. "Morality has been seen as necess a r y so t h e r e i s no escaping it by d e n y i n g it o r hiding from it. Even if one were sincerely astounded t o discover t h a t he h a d done something immoral, h e would s t i l l b e immoral f o r h a v i n g done it and would s u f f e r d i v i n e punishment f o r it.Il4 I n fact, t h e punishment i s altogether human b u t in t h e name o f God.
People invested w i t h i n s t i t u t i o n a l power i n f l i c t o f f icial degradation o n i n d I n fact, making t h e label s t i c k I S t h e societal reaction.
U p t o t h i s p o i n t , I have been speaking about what i s g e n e r a l l y considered moral.
Members o f a society can f a i r l y easily agree o n w h a t i s a b s t r a c t l y moral.
T h e y d o t h a t b y r e l y i n g o n t h e i r n a t i v e i n t u i t i o n . T h i s i s especially t r u e o f a u t h o r i t y situations, i .e., a n y encounter between a subordinate and h i s superordinate.
T h e s i l e n t disagreement o f t h e subordinate i s h i s / h e r major device f o r p r o t e c t i n g h i s / h e r self-esteem and self-confidence. T h i s i s t h e reason w h y a morally degraded person accepts t h e negative stigma and t h e c o r r e s p o n d i n g demeaning behavior t o w a r d him/her. Since (s)he i s perceived and labelled as a negative deviant, (s)he i s subordinate
t o anyone who chooses t o t r e a t her/him as an i n d i v i d u a l w i t h a stained o r spoiled i d e n t i t y . I f (s)he i s t o r e t a i n h e r / h i s self-confidence a n d h e r / h i s self-esteem, (s)he will openly agree w i t h t h e immorality o f h e r / h i s negativeness a n d (s)he may even c o n t r i b u t e t o h e r / h i s own degradation.
I n w a r d l y , however, (s)he may b e in total disagreement concerning t h e immorality o f h e r / h i s d i f f e r e n tness. Such d u a l i t y has been f r e q u e n t l y observed in some obese, a d d i c t s a n d homosexuals.
T h i s dichotomy between p u b l i c and p r i v a t e evaluation by t h e n e g a t i v e d e v i a n t may b e observed in all those who a r e i n v o l v e d in u p g r a d i n g t h e i r spoiled i d e n t i t y b y t h e process o f "passing."
Since t h e r e i s f r e q u e n t disagreement among members o f society as t o t h e morality o f a situation, t h e y e n t e r i n t o w o r k i n g agreements w i t h each o t h e r , p r o v i d e d t h a t t h e y a r e n o t labelled negative deviants.
I f t h e y a r e so labelled, t h e y a r e n o t accorded equal status in p a r t a k i n g in t h e decisionmaking.
T h e negative d e v i a n t has t o accept decisions made w i t h r e g a r d t o him/her b u t t a k e n w i t h o u t h i s consultation. T h e moral meaning o f t h e situation i s t h e n defined b y e x t r aAssumpti on moral f a c t o r s .
For example, if a p e r s o n i s known t o b e Are Made alcoholic and i s seen d r i n k i n g , it i s automatically decided by those who witness h i s / h e r d r i n k i n g t h a t ( s ) h e is p r e s e n t l y engaged i n an immoral act. I f an o v e r t male homosexual i s seen in t h e company o f an u n k n o w n y o u n g man, all t h e nong a y p a r t i c i p a n t s in t h e situation a r e l i k e l y t o decide t h a t t h e homosexual i s i n v o l v e d in an immoral encounter. T h e s t i gmatized d e v i a n t is, t h e r e f o r e , n o t a whole person who "should" have t h e right t o make decisions about what i s moral o r immoral. I n most cases, t h e degradation w o r k will include t h e p r e j u d i c e d decision b y t h e moral-norm-makers t h a t (s)he i s incapable o f making adequate decisions about t h e moral meaning o f a n y situation. T h e y t h e n feel j u s t i f i e d in r e f u s i n g him t h e right t o e n t e r i n t o moral-decision-making concerning a concrete situation, even if t h a t situation i s completely dissociated f r o m t h e n a t u r e o f h i s / h e r d i f f e r e n t n e s s . T h u s it is claimed t h a t "if (s)he i s capable o f d r i n k i n g excessively, (s)he i s also capable o f c h i l d molesting, d r u g addition, crime
and who knows what else."
I have j u s t proposed t h a t p u b l i c m o r a l i t y i s a b s t r a c t and t h a t most members of society are i n agreement concerning i t s meaning.
I have also suggested t h a t when we situate morali t y , t h e r e is n o longer agreement and t h a t in o r d e r . t o b e able t o e n t e r i n t o social interaction, we m u s t establish w o r k i n g agreements r e l e v a n t t o each concrete situation.
These w o r k i n g agreements add u p w i t h i n t h e i n d i v i d u a l t o a p r i v a t e m o r a l i t y .
As t h e g a p between these t w o moralities becomes g r e a t e r " . . 
D. Douglas can b e extended t o anyone who has information t o manage about himself. T h e salesperson who wants t o make a sale w i l l p r e s e n t h i s / h e r p r o d u c t u n d e r i t s most advantageous aspect, emphasizing t h e p o s i t i v e a t t r i b u t e s o f t h e p r o d u c t . A n y negative a t t r i b u t e t h e p r o d u c t m i g h t have will b e p u r p o s e f u l l y l e f t o u t o f t h e promotion, o r , if it cannot b e omitted, it will n o t b e presented as a d i s c r e d i t i n g f a c t o r .
T h e same manipulation of audience i s operative in t h e person who p u t s himself in t h e display window b u t has an a t t r i b u t e t h a t i s liable t o discredit o r discount his/her social self. (S)he will either n o t broadcast t h e information about himself o r (s)he will communicate it in t h e least discrediting manner. R e t u r n i n g t o my original g r o u p o f negative deviants I can now account f o r t h e subdivision between obese and homosexual in g r o u p one, and paraplegic and epileptic in g r o u p two.
T h e homosexual and t h e epileptic have nonvisible negat i v e a t t r i b u t e s and, therefore, can h i d e t h e i r stigma-yielding features in most face-to-face interaction.
In many instances, it i s essential t o t h e homosexual and, much less often, t o t h e epileptic, t o withhold socially relevant information about themselves in o r d e r t o avail themselves o f a bogus social i d e n t i t y which will allow them t o p u r s u e certain goals in t h e i r biography.
For example, t h e homosexual must keep silent about his/her homosexual-ness t o apply f o r most jobs.
h e Keep S i l e n t same i s t r u e o f t h e ex-convict o r t h e exmental patient. T h i s ~n Deviance i s t h e class of people t h a t D. W. Ball calls disreputable6 and t h a t Goffman r e f e r s t o as discreditable.' In t h e case o f t h e disreputable o r discreditable, t h e i r lack o f respectability i s n o t known-about.
Since t h e damaging information i s n o t disseminated, t h e homosexual o r t h e epileptic are n o t stigmatized until t h e y are unmasked either b y t h e i r audience o r by themselves. We can fit i n t o t h i s g r o u p all those who a r e able t o pass as normal, i .e., moral, as long as t h e i r negative a t t r i b u t e i s held secret. Among these, t h e most common are illegitimate children, unwed mothers, Jews, etc.
As mentioned above, although these people are n o t d i r e c t l y stigmatized, t h e y bear t h e b u r d e n of t h e negative stigma indirectly.
Knowing t h a t people w i t h a t t r i b u t e s such as t h e i r s are stigmatized if those attributes become public knowledge, t h e y must forego many of t h e freedoms o f spontaneous living.
T h e y become fragmented individuals, w i t h impaired existences :
t h e y must avoid frequenting certain public places, t h e y have t o fear devastating, unexpected encounters, t h e y have t o constantly monitor t h e i r speech t o p r e v e n t slips, etc.
On t h e other hand, t h e obese and t h e paraplegic cannot hide t h e i r differentness. T h e i r relevant a t t r i b u t e s are highly visible, thus, t h e y cannot avoid negative stigma. While t h e homosexual and t h e epileptic, in t h e i r PR-man endeavor, are p r i m a r i l y preoccupied by keeping t h e i r discrediting information secret, t h e PR-man in t h e obese has t h e d i f f i c u l t task o f convincing t h e audience t h a t t h e y are n o t responsible for
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t h e i r o b e s i t y .
Hence t h e v a r i o u s manipulations such as claiming g l a n d u l a r d i s o r d e r , abnormal metabolism, h e r e d i t a r y corpulence, l a r g e frame, etc.
T h e PR-man a c t i v i t y in t h e obese as well as in t h e paraplegic also extends t o s h i f t i n g t h e attention o f t h e audience f r o m t h e i r o u t s t a n d i n g negative feature, t h e r e b y establishing t h a t while t h e y a r e obese o r paraplegic, t h e y a r e r e a l l y normal in e v e r y o t h e r way.
T h e obese belong t o t h e category o f i n d i v i d u a l s Ball designates as disrespectableg a n d b o t h t h e obese a n d t h e paraplegic fit i n t o Goffman's category o f d i~c r e d i t e d .~ T h e PR-man can b e summed u p as follows:
i n t h e d i s r e p u t a b l e it aims t o keep t h e person from becoming disrespectable; in t h e disrespectable it aims t o minimize t h e d i s r e s p e c t a b i l i t y .
T h e PR-man aspect o f people's social motivation is q u i t e apparent, since we all aim t o w i n f r i e n d s , allies o r p a r t n e r s and we all aim t o influence people so t h a t t h e y see t h i n g s t h e way we see them.
T h i s is t r u e n o t o n l y o f t h e negative d e v i a n t but o f all who l i v e in a competitive society.
B u t it i s more consistent a n d more emphasized in people who have i m p o r t a n t social information t o keep f r o m becoming p u b l i c .
These observations a r e s u p p o r t e d by C . W r i g h t Mill's a r g ument: t h e anticipation of acceptance o r rejection by o t h e r s i s a, if n o t THE, basic determinant o f morally meaningful motives an i n d i v i d u a l would g i v e t o h i s actions.
T h e possibilities o f c o n s t r u c t i n g plausible imputations o f t h i s s o r t t h e n became basic determinants o f what one would do. l o I n t h e last few years, t h e elaboration o f a new s o r t o f PR Man PR-man a c t i v i t y may b e observed in more and more i n d i v i -A c t i v i t y duals t r a d i t i o n a l l y labelled negatively. I n t h e above cases, t h e homosexual, t h e obese, t h e paraplegic, and t h e epileptic were all seen preoccupied w i t h how t h e y c o u l d most e f f i c i e n t l y e i t h e r h i d e t h e i r d i f f e r e n t n e s s o r minimize i t s negative consequences b y v a r i o u s manipulations.
A new phenomenon emerged in t h e realm o f managing spoiled i d e n t i t i e s . I t f i r s t became e v i d e n t w i t h t h e B l a c k Liberation Movement.
In t h e wake o f stepped u p social and political p r o t e s t against t h e degradation o f American Blacks, f i r s t a small g r o u p o f Blacks became openly a n g r y w i t h t h e n e g a t i v e stigma and i t s endp r o d u c t , a degraded spoiled social i d e n t i t y . T h e y reacted by chocking t h e whole stigmatization process b e f o r e i t s onset. Instead o f p r e s e n t i n g an attenuative manipulation o f t h e negativeness o f t h e i r salient a t t r i b u t e , t h e y revalorized it, t h e r e b y v i g o r o u s l y r e j e c t i n g a n y imputation of negativeness in b e i n g Black. B u t t h e y went f u r t h e r . Upon disclaiming t h e negativeness, t h e y openly espoused t h e i r d i f f e r e n t n e s s and u p g r a d e d it t o t h e degree t h a t it became a symbol o f superio r i t y and p r i d e .
A t t h e same time, as could b e expected, t h e y degraded all those w i t h a non-colored s k i n .
In o t h e r words, t h e y did n o t allow t h e negative stigma t o become efficient.
T h e y did n o t allow t h e label t o s t i c k n o r did t h e y allow t h e degradation w o r k t o influence t h e i r social i d e n t i t y . T o t h e c o n t r a r y , t h e y made a p r e s t i g e symbol o u t o f t h e i r differentness.
Thus, 'niger, ' 'Negro,' and 'colored' became 'Black,' a t t h e same time as t h e 'Boss,' 'Mr. Charley,' and ' t h e Man' became 'Whitey,' 'hunky,' etc. T h i s new i d e n t i t y , based o n b e i n g Black, was a positive one represented f o r example, in t h e slogan "Black i s Beautiful."
Thus, t h e negative stigma met w i t h an impenetrable wall, bounced o f f and was t h r o w n right back a t t h e moral-norm-makers, w i t h t h e severe i n t e n t o f labelling them immoral f o r b e i n g White. Simultaneously w i t h "Black i s Beautiful," t h e new b a t t l e -c r y was coined:
"Get Whitey!'' T h e PR-man a c t i v i t y o f t h e new Black Panthers Black consisted, therefore, o f flinging t h e label back onto t h e Counter S t i g m a Black community t o shed t h e i r Uncle Tom-ness. T h i s process o f dealing w i t h negative stigma i s designated (temporarily) b y t h e t e r m counterstigma. While t h e Black Panthers were unable t o make t h e counter-stigma s t i c k universally, t h e y c e r t a i n l y succeeded in establishing an a l t e r n a t i v e i d e n t i t y f o r Blacks who wanted t o rid themselves o f t h e i r nigger-ness.
N o t o n l y d i d t h e y accept t h e i r differentness w i t h o u t negative-ness, b u t t h e y manifested a solid moral commitment t o it, d e r i v i n g f r o m it a sense o f p r i d e , myths, and heroes, a new semiotic o f c u l t u r e , and t h u s made all those w i l l i n g t o share t h i s differentness i n t o reintegrated, whole persons. As a result, t h e r e have been more and more Whites, especially among t h e y o u n g and t h e "liberal," who have been feeling some shame d u e t o t h e i r White-ness.
Encouraged by t h e success and t h e o v e r g r o w i n g popul a r i t y o f t h e Black Liberation Movement, o t h e r stigmatized ethnic g r o u p s espoused t h e process o f counterstigmatization. Among t h e most vociferous minorities were t h e MexicanAmericans, w i t h t h e i r new positive i d e n t i t y marker, 'Chicano,' and t h e i r counterstigma slogan, "Chicano, s i t Gringo, no! " T h e y were closely followed by t h e Puerto Ricans and t h e American Indians.
Then, t h e phenomenon o f counterstigma f u r t h e r spread t o o t h e r stigmatized groups, i n c l u d i n g the Women's Liberation Movement w i t h i t s new positive i d e n t i t y marker, "Ms., 'I and counterstigma slogan "Sisterhood i s Powerful!" and it i s labelling t r a d i t i o n a l moral-norm-makers "male c h a u v i n i s t pigs," a negative stigma t h a t i s r a p i d l y becoming more and more efficient.
More o r less simultaneously w i t h t h e Women's Liberation Movement came t h e birth o f t h e homosexual rebellion. T h e new positive i d e n t i t y marker i s 'gay' f o r individuals, 'gay' o r 'homophile' f o r organizations, and t h e movement i s i d e n t i f i e d as 'Gay Liberation.' T h e i r counterstigma position i s well expressed in such p u blication as Rita La Porte's " T h e Causes and Cures o f Heteros e x u a~i t y "~~ and J u d i t h Rascoe's "Creeping Heterosexuality: America's No. 1 Social Problem."12 T h e r e i s also an Insane Liberation F r o n t claiming in i t s manifesto t h e right t o e x p e r ience r e a l i t y t h e members' own way, w i t h o u t incarceration in mental hospitals o r p u n i t i v e treatment such as shock t h e r a p y and f r o n t a l lobotomy, and t h e right o f t h e i n d i v i d u a l t o t a k e h i s / h e r own life, etc.
A n d I r e c e n t l y learned o f t h e Fat Liberation Movement and o f t h e S k i n n y Liberation Movement. Mrs. Joyce Fabrey, t r e a s u r e r o f t h e former, describes t h e i r members as "militant f a t s . " While t h e y d i f f e r f r o m t h e o t h e r counterstigma movements in t h a t t h e y do n o t claim t h a t f a t i s beautiful and slim i s u g l y , t h e y do claim t h a t f a t may b e beautiful and slim may b e ugly (opening t h e discussion on t h e modality o f i d e n t i t y markers).
Above all, r a t h e r t h a n accepting t h e negative stigma meted o u t t o t h e obese, t h e y fight t o b e able t o l i v e as f u l l a l i f e as possible. T h e S k i n n y Liberation Movement, t h e c o u n t e r p a r t o f t h e Fat L i b e r a t i m Movement, r a n a symbolic presidential candidate in t h e 1972 elections by t h e name o f S p r i g g y ( a 20-year o l d male s t u d e n t B e a u t i f u l from Columbia U n i v e r s i t y ) and t h e i r slogan was " S k i n n y i s
F a t , Skinny
Beautiful." T h e Movement already published a b u l l e t i n and a nationwide education programme has been mounted t o acquaint t h e general p u b l i c w i t h t h e problem o f t h e extremely thin.
In conclusion, then, I suggest t h a t t h e d e f i n i t i o n o f negative stigma should be revised.
For degradation w o r k t o b e successful, it i s n o longer enough merely t o have as t a r g e t a p a r t i c u l a r f e a t u r e o r t y p e o f behavior t h a t used t o b e censured as a matter o f course, even if normals s t i l l conceive o f it as negatively d i f f e r e n t . T h e i n d i v i d u a l who is t o b e processed w i t h a negative i d e n t i t y m a r k e r and a negat i v e stigma must share t h e opinion o f t h e moral-norm-maker about t h e negativeness o f t h i s differentness.
I f t h i s does n o t happen, effective stigmatization cannot take place.
I f t h e person so labelled rejects t h e label, t h e process b r e a k s down. I wish t o end t h i s expose b y o f f e r i n g a model f o r t h e process o f stigmatization.
Since, f rom my perspective, stigmatization i s a t y p e o f moral communication, m y model will b e a communicational one.
Moral communication takes place in relation and response t o a r e f e r e n t which consists o f t h e set o f moral norms composing abstract, p u b l i c morality.
These referential norms were established, f o r a g i v e n social context, historicosocially.
T h e act o f moral communication in t h e case o f stigmatization process begins w i t h t h e perception, b y a member o f society, o f t h e violation o f a r e l e v a n t norm. A disapproval-message i s coded and transmitted by t h e moralnorm-makers t h r o u g h t h e interactional communication channel.
Code May Be
T h e code used may b e v e r b a l o r nonverbal. T h e audience, V e r b a l ~r ~o t i.e., t h e norm-breakers, receives it, decodes it and stores it. A t t h i s point, before transmission o f response-message i s undertaken, t h r e e main alternatives m u s t b e indicated based on t h e intention-position o f t h e norm b r e a k e r : 1. (s)he intends t o t r a n s m i t a response-message i n d i c a t i n g conformity t o t h e assigned label ; 2. by disclaiming norm-breaking , (s)he intends t o manipulate t h e sender i n t o m o d i f y i n g h i s / h e r initial position; 3. total rejection o f t h e assigned negative label. I n case 1, b o t h labeller and labelled will a d j u s t t h e i r behavior according t o t h e contents o f t h e messages received. T h i s i s t h e model f o r effective stigmatization.13 I n case 2, t h e perceived-to-be-norm-breaker sends a manipulative message upon t h e reception and decoding o f which h e expects t h a t t h e o r i g i n a l sender will respond by according him t h e status o f respectability.
I f t h e original sender reacts in such a manner t o t h e receiver's response-message as t o indicate t h a t (s)he disbelieves t h e v e r a c i t y o f t h e response-message and will l e t h i s / h e r reaction b e known by a behavior which denies resp e c t a b i l i t y t o t h e perceived-to-be-norm-brea k e r , t h e r e i s most l i k e l y some unintended o r unsuccessfully hidden message t h a t i n t e r f e r e d w i t h t h e expected reception and decoding o f t h e response-message.
I t can b e said t h a t t h e r e was noise in t h e communication channel.
For t h i s reason, t h i s i s t h e model o f N o i s y Stigma
"noisy" stigmatization. B y noisy stigmatization I mean t h e following :
b o t h norm-maker and perceived-to-be-norm b r e a k e r agree o n t h e negativeness o f a p a r t i c u l a r d i f f e r e n tness. T h e norm-maker accuses h i s / h e r communicant o f being an actor in o r possessor o f t h a t negative differentness. T h e perceived-to-be-norm-breaker disclaims responsibility and claims innocence.
T h e following i s an example o f "noisy" stigmatization : Communicant 1 . "You have been d r i n k i n g again; y o u a r e an i n c o r r i g i b l e alcoholic!" Communicant 2 ( w i t h wobbly tongue):
"No, y o u ' r e wrong, I h a v e n ' t had a d r i n k f o r ages, t h i s i s my f i r s t drink t o d a y . God, it would be awful t o b e an alcoholic, I'm j u s t a r e g u l a r social d r i n k e r . I' Communicant 1 receives t h i s v e r b a l message and decodes it. B u t a t t h e same time (s)he also receives u n i n -
